: "the whole course of scientific nomenclature has shown that the law of priority•lex prioritatis•is the one great underlying principle." Dissenting viewpoints had been expressed previously, and attempts were made to set some sort of a statute of limitation in modification of the law of priority, or to adopt the nomenclature that had been used by the most previous authors, the so-called auctorum plurimorum principle. These efforts to abrogate the law of priority were rejected unequivocally by the A.O.U. Code (1908: xlvii) : "The 'statute of limitation' principle is akin to the auctorum plurimorum rule; both are Utopian, and both radically set at defiance the kx prioritatis."
Later, however, a reaction again arose to the strict application of the law of priority, and further attempts were made to modify it (reviewed by Mayr et al. 1953; 215-220) . This eventually led to the notorious Article 23b (the "fifty year rule") of the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN 1964) , a rule so contentious and unsatisfactory that it was changed in the next edition of the Code, although it was hardly improved. At present, all cases involving "unused" senior synonyms are supposed to be referred to the ICZN while "existing usage" is maintained. "Estab-539 lished usage" has become the rallying cry ofanumber of influential ornithologists, but at this point it is fair to ask whether the main arguinent used in support of it, the supposed increase in stability of nomenclature, has any validity.
To determine whether the nomenclature of birds is in fact relatively stable and whether the application of the rules of nomenclature, including the law of priority, contributes significantly to such instability as may exist, I compared the 5th (A.O.U. 1957) and 6th (A.O.U. 1983) editions of the American Ornithologists' Union "Check-list of North American Birds," These were chosen for three reasons. First, the recency of A.O.U. 1983 should reflect the most current trends in nomenclatural practices in ornithology. Second, the North American avifauna has long been one of the most intensively studied in the world, so that stability in names might be expected to be greater; thus, the data should provide a minimum estimate of instability. Finally, there are few other geographical areas of sufficient size and avifaunal complexity for which comprehensive, single-volume lists of taxa exist that provide a relatively uniform standard for comparison through time.
Because the 6th edition (A.O.U. 1983) included Middle America, the West Indies, and the Hawaiian Islands, other sources were needed for comparison. I used Eisenmann (1955) for Middle America and Bond (1956) Berger (1972) .
To assess the number of changes in names, I looked only at species binomina, i.e. the generic and specific name of a given species, and excluded subspecies and taxonomic categories above the genus. I did not consider the hypothetical lists in A.O.U. 1957 or A.O.U. 1983 unless a species was admitted as a valid record in one or the other publication, in which case the comparison was made. There were 71 species new to the expanded 1983 A.O.U. Check-list area, principally Old World vagrants and South American species found recently in eastern Panama; these were excluded. I also omitted the Estrildidae, all of which are introduced forms, mainly to the Hawaiian Islands and Puerto Rico, and for which there was no authoritative previous North American list. Minor modifications in spelling affected 16 names, mostly because of changes in gender. These binomina were considered to have remained the same. Eisenmann's (1955) use of Centurus rubricomus instead of C. pygmeeus was a lapsus that was corrected on an errata sheet, and I did not count this as a name change.
I calculated both the number of name changes and the number of binomina affected. Thus, the transformation of Car acara cheriway to Polyborus plancus was counted as two name changes, although only one binomen was affected, whereas the merging of Dendrocopos with Picoides was counted as one name change that affected 7 binomina. I compared the number of name changes that were "necessitated by scientific progress" (Mayr et al. 1953: 213) , i.e. subjective systematic judgments such as lumping Speotyto with Athene, with objective "changes dictated by the rules of nomenclature" (Mayr et al. 1953: 214) , such as the substitution of Psomocolax for Scaphidura on grounds of priority.
The results showed that 98 genera were lumped and that in 5 other cases parts of one genus were transferred to another genus (counted as one name change in each instance) (Appendix 1); 11 genera were split off that had not been recognized in the previous lists (Appendix 2); 63 taxa were raised from subspecific to specific status (Appendix 3); 21 species in A.O.U. 1983 appeared in previous lists under different names because of subsequent lumping of species (Appendix 4); and 71 additional species that appeared in the previous lists were lumped in A.O.U. 1983 and disappeared completely (Appendix 5).
There was a total of 276 name changes, of which 259 (94%) arose for systematic reasons, as opposed to the mere 17 changes (6%) that arose for nomenclatural reasons (Appendix 6). Of the 372 binomina that changed, 344 were the result of systematic changes, vs. only 28 (7.5%) that changed for nomenclatural reasons (almost half of which resulted from the single switch from Tanagra to Euphonia). Of the 1,791 binomina in A.O.U. 1983 that were compared, 15% were changed for systematic reasons, as opposed to 1.5% for nomenclatural reasons. This excludes the 71 species names that disappeared altogether (Appendix 5). These data do not support the general impression in the scientific community of greater nomenclatural stability at the specific as opposed to the generic level. Of the above changes, 120 were in generic names and 166 in specific names.
It is instructive to scrutinize the 17 changes that came about for nomenclatural reasons. Three {Tyran-nus savana, Ammodramus lecontei, and Hemignathus munroi) resulted from generic mergers that would have produced two species with the same specific name, so that change was unavoidable, as we could not have two species called Tyrannus iyrannus. These changes are therefore the direct result of systematic judgments and are not to be counted against such instability as arises for purely nomenclatura! reasons (see Mayr et al. 1953: 214) .
Changes attributable to so-called "misidentified" types, one of the particular concerns expressed during the SCON meetings, occurred in only 3 instances: Pulmarus antarcticus was considered to be unidentifiable, Corvus tropicus was based on a description that could not apply to the Hawaiian Crow, and the type specimen of Amaziiia verticaiis belonged to a species other than that to which the name had been applied traditionally. Only two names, Tangara chrysophrys and
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Scaphidura, were resurrected solely on priority. One name, Plautus, was rejected because it appeared in a nonbinominal work. Another instance, that of Falco rufigularis, involved two names published simultaneously for the same species and was resolved ultimately by the first reviser principle. Of the 7 remaining name changes, most required lengthy and involved applications to ICZN and were instigated or supported by some of the very systematists who have most vigorously supported "established usage" as a means of promoting stability. Thus, these authors were responsible for 50% of the instability arising for purely nomenclatural reasons in the observed sample.
Four of these 7 changes contravene the rules of nomenclature and upset what was then the "established usage" of A.O.U. 1957. The change from Caracara to Polyborus, following Amadon (1954) , violates the type concept. The use of Podiceps nigricoUis instead of P. caspicus violates the law of priority (Stresemann 1948) . The change from Capella to Gallinago contravenes the rules for the establishment of genera because Gallinago Brisson, 1760, clearly was not proposed as a genus (Wetmore 1958) , whereas Capella Frenze!, 1801, was (see Bull 1974: 242) . The change from Richmondena to Cardinalis, instead of to Pyrrhuloxia, defies the rule of homonymy and originated in the fatuous reasoning that because the name would have to be changed from Richmondena in any event "it would appear advisable .... to return to the well known name Cardinalis, rather than shift to the little known name Pyrrkuloxia" (Mayr et al. 1964: 134-135) .
In these cases the concern was not to promote nomenclatural stability but to instate names that certain people happened to like better or regarded as more "familiar" than others. This only has the effect of introducing subjectivity into nomenclatural rule changes as well as systematic ones. The result is not just lack of stability for the names of the taxa involved, but loss of stability and universality of the rules of nomenclature themselves.
The preceding analysis shows that the claim for a "high level of stability" in avian nomenclature is greatly exaggerated. In fact, the degree of taxonomic instability in the class Aves is probably greater than in most other equivalent taxa, as suggested by Parkes (1978: 7) . We have only to refer to the 4th edition of the A.O.U. Check-list (A.O.U. 1931) to find 56 more generic names that have been relatively recently abandoned (Appendix 7). Thus, much of the nomenclature of North American birds in use only 50 yr ago has become all but incomprehensible to any but a specialist. The notion of great stability in avian nomenclature is simply a delusion that has been perpetuated by those who somehow fancy ornithology to have risen superior to other branches of natural history.
There is no reason to believe that the future promises an increase in the stability of scientific names of North American birds. Any avian systematist perusing A.O.U. 1983 will see numerous instances of additional genera that could have been merged and others that were probably incorrectly synonymized. In the past, too broad an application of the so-called "biological species" concept resulted in numerous valid species being demoted to subspecific status. A.O.U-1983 reinstated 63 of these, and the trend is likely to continue.
Relatively few of the changes made in A.O.U. 1983, at least at the generic level, were founded on revisionary studies. Instead, they reflect changing philosophies as to the limits of genera and species, and in all likelihood these views will again be modified over time. While it is one thing to claim that birds are the best-known group of organisms, there is still no source to which one may turn to find diagnoses of the genera as now recognized by A.O.U. 1983. There are no keys or lists of morphological characters by which genera may be defined or even recognized. One may expect that the limits of many taxa will have to be redrawn, with consequent changes in nomenclature, when proper revisionary studies and diagnoses are attempted for birds.
The preceding factors will ensure that avian nomenclature will be at least as unstable in the future as it has been in the past. Moreover, the considerable instability observed in the past 30 yr arises almost entirely from systematic judgments ("scientific progress") and not from abuses of the rules of nomenclature. If the existing rules of nomenclature were applied strictly in every possible instance, the number of binomina that would change for purely nomenclatural reasons would still pale to insignificance compared with the massive changes that regularly take place because of subjective systematic judgments.
Advocates of a "Principle of Established Usage" contend that avian nomenclature is relatively stable and that name changes arising for nomenclatural reasons are destabilizing and confusing. As we have seen, however, avian nomenclature is quite unstable, and likely to remain so, yet nomenclatural rules, such as those governing priority and homonymy, contribute very little to the problem. Furthermore, those who use and rely on the scientific nomenclature of North American birds seem to be capable of accommodating and understanding a change for systematic reasons in more than 15% of the binomina they use over a 25-30-yr period without becoming unduly confused. Therefore, there is no rational basis for asserting that the tiny fraction of names that would be changed by strict application of the rules of nomenclature, especially priority, would be unacceptably confusing, and it is an altogether false argument that adherence to "established usage" would have any significant effect on the overall stability of avian nomenclature. In each instance the genus (or genera) that is no longer recognized is followed by the genus in which it was submerged; the number in parentheses indicates the number of affected binomina. In some instances (e.g. Morus, Olor) the suppressed genus was retained as a subgenus, but these are included because the subgeneric name is not part of the standard binomen. 
